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ANNCR: 

THE U.S. SUPREME COURT HAS UPHELD THE CONSTITUTIONALITY OF 
A TYPE OF LAW USED BY MANY AMERICAN CITIES TO PRESERVE HISTORIC 
LANDMARKS WITHIN THEIR BOUNDARIES. CHRIS KERN REPORTS, 

VOICE: 

NEW YORK CITY'S GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL WAS ACCLAIMED AS AN 
ENGINEERING MARVEL WHEN IT WAS OPENED BACK IN 1913, AND SINCE THEN 
IT HAS WON A REPUTATION AS AN OUTSTANDING EXAMPLE OF THE FRENCH 
BEAUX ARTS STYLE OF ARCHITECTURE. SO WHEN THE BUILDING'S OWNER ~- 
THE PENN CENTRAL RAILROAD -- DECIDED TO PUT A 55=-STORY OFFICE 
BUILDING ON TOP OF IT, THE CITY GOVERNMENT OBJECTED, NEW YORK 
OFFICIALS CITED A 1965 LAW THAT REQUIRES PRIVATE OWNERS TO PRESERVE 
HISTORIC BULDINGS, AND THE U.S. SUPREME COURT HAS NOW UPHELD THEIR 
AUTHORITY TO ENFORCE THAT LAW WITHOUT PAYING PENN CENTRAL FOR THE 
PROFITS IT WILL LOSE AS A RESULT. 

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, ALL 50 OF THE INDIVIDUAL STATES AND 
MORE THAN 500 AMERICAN CITIES HAVE LAWS DESIGNED TO PROTECT 
HISTORIC LANDMARKS. MANY OF THOSE LAWS -=- LIKE NEW YORK CITY'S 
~~ IMPOSE A LEGAL OBLIGATION ON PRIVATE OWNERS TO MAINTAIN 
HISTORIC BUILDINGS IN GOOD CONDITION, MOST MAKE IT DIFFICULT TO 
CHANGE THE APPEARANCE OF PROTECTED LANDMARKS, AND FEW PROVIDE ANY 
FINANCIAL COMPENSATION FOR A BUILDING'S OWNER AS LONG AS HE IS 
ABLE TO USE THE BUILDING WITHOUT INCURRING A LOSS. 

BUT PENN CENTRAL ARGUED THAT NEW YORK'S RESTRICTION ON THE 
USE OF ITS PROPERTY -- ITS BAN ON AN OFFICE BUILDING THAT WOULD 
HAVE DWARFED GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL -- AMOUNTED TO CONFISCATION 
BY THE GOVERNMENT, AND THF U.S. CONSTITUTION REQUIRES "JUST 
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COMPENSATION" ANYTIME THE GOVERNMENT SEIZES PRIVATE PROPERTY. 
NEW YORK OFFICIALS REPLIED THAT THE PENN CENTRAL OFFICE BUILDING 
WOULD BE "AN AESTHETIC JOKE," AND SAID THAT AS LONG AS THE 
RAILROAD WAS MAKING A PROFIT ON THE BUILDING, IT HAD NO CAUSE 

TO COMPLAIN THAT IT COULD MAKE AN EVEN BIGGER PROFIT IF IT BUILT 
THE OFFICE TOWER. 

IN ITS SIX-TO-THREE DECISION, THE SUPREME COURT SIDED WITH 
THE CITY, THE COURT SAID THE GOVERNMENT IN THIS COUNTRY HAS 
ALWAYS HAD THE POWER TO REGULATE THE USE OF PRIVATE LAND, AND 
THAT IT'S REASONABLE FOR THE GOVERNMENT TO PRESERVE PRIVATE 
BUILDINGS WITH HISTORIC, CULTURAL OR ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE 
IN ORDER TO "ENHANCE THE QUALITY OF LIFE FOR ALL." THE SUPREME 
COURT SAID EACH CLAIM OF CONFISCATION HAD TO BE EXAMINED ON ITS 
OWN MERITS, AND THAT PENN CENTRAL'S ARGUMENT THAT IT WAS BEING 
UNFAIRLY SINGLED OUT "TO ENDURE FINANCIAL HARDSHIP" HAD NO MERIT 
AT ALL. 

IN A STRONGLY-WORDED DISSENT, ASSOCIATE JUSTICE WILLIAM 
REHNQUIST COMPLAINED THAT THERE WAS AN IRONY IN UPHOLDING SUCH 
RESTRICTIONS ON HISTORIC BUILDINGS WHILE THE OWNERS OF LESS 
IMPORTANT STRUCTURES COULD TEAR THEM DOWN AT WILL. THE COURT'S 
DECISION MEANS, HE SAIO, THAT PENN CENTRAL IS BEING PUNISHED 
NOW BECAUSE IT DID TOO GOOD A JOB IN DESIGNING AND BUILDING 
GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL MORE THAN 50 YEARS AGO, 
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